This protocol explains the next development of a systematic review whose aim is to systematically identify and appraise studies that include self-reported quantitative implementation outcome instruments (implementation outcomes defined by Proctor´s et al working taxonomy) and their measurement properties used in physical healthcare settings. The final purpose will be to promote and advance the use of precise, accurate implementation outcome instruments suitable to specific settings in order to assess the impact of an implementation effort/strategy
GENERAL COMMENTS
This protocol explains the next development of a systematic review whose aim is to systematically identify and appraise studies that include self-reported quantitative implementation outcome instruments (implementation outcomes defined by Proctor´s et al working taxonomy) and their measurement properties used in physical healthcare settings. The final purpose will be to promote and advance the use of precise, accurate implementation outcome instruments suitable to specific settings in order to assess the impact of an implementation effort/strategy (e.g. evidence-based intervention). This protocol seems reasonable and stringent. It will have a better actual value.
More specifically, It would be necessary to change:
-Paragraph 3 pg. 5 (i.e. lines 13-21): The beginning of the paragraph begins with "Systematic reviews of measurement properties ..." however a single bibliographic reference is cited as an example of a systematic review of systematic reviews of healthrelated outcome measurement instruments (reference 20), placed at the end of the whole paragraph. If these statements in this paragraph refer to all or some of the systematic reviews already cited on page 4 (ref 9-18), please cite the relevant bibliographic references again. In addition, the expression "Systematic review of measurement properties…." seems too unspecific. I think it is necessary to refer at least to the type of instruments, adding in the phrase something like "…that assess implementation instruments" or "…that assess implementation instruments" or even "…that assess health-related outcome measurement instruments" (or similar) or "…that assess any health-related measurement instrument" (or similar); as appropriate. Depending on the changes made based on these comments; it may be appropriate to modify the order of paragraphs 2 and 3 of this section. This would allow the development of all previously published systematic reviews of existing instruments and their properties of measurement and would subsequently make it possible to address what this new systematic review contributes / improves, and how it will overcome the methodological limitations found in previous reviews. -Pg. 6 (lines 5-6): Include in the aim "self-reported" quantitative implementation outcome instruments. -Pg. 6 line 30-31 ("Search strategy" subsection). Regarding the phrase "... and index terms (e.g. MeSH) applied to Lewis et al.'s published systematic review protocol and publication of findings". It is not known to which publication this reference refers (perhaps it is necessary to include the bibliographical reference related to this?) -Pg. 10-11. "Data extraction" and "Data synthesis" subsections. It seems necessary to better clarify how the results of the evaluation of the methodological quality of the studies and the assessment of the psychometric quality of the instruments will be reflected (main objectives of the systematic review that is intended to be carried out); e.g. what the number of final tables will be and the specific content of each of them. Please try to explain more clearly (consistent with the Methods section), even adding some examples, if possible (e.g. tables piloted with studies included in the Lewis et al. review).
-Pg. 11. Line 19 "Discussion" section: If applicable, add the word "implementation" in the sentence: "...... will identify priority areas where IMPLEMENTATION outcome instruments ..." Idem in pg. 11 line 23. Add "implementation" outcome measurement.
-Pg. 11. Line 22. "Discussion" section. If applicable, add "outcomes" in the sentence: "…we will have a better understanding of whether generic measures of implementation OUTCOMES can be used,…". 1. I suggest that the term "physical healthcare settings" is defined as it may be understood in various ways by readers in other contexts.
Response: We refer to physical healthcare settings to distinguish from mental healthcare settings, where there has already been a review in this field. We have provided the following explanation at the first mention of the term in the paper:
"This systematic review will use Proctor et al's working taxonomy of implementation outcomes to guide the identification of implementation outcome instruments used in physical healthcare settings (i.e. excluding instruments specific to mental healthcare settings)." p5 2. Page 5, paragraph 3: The claim that "searching MEDLINE and EMBASE databases is considered the minimal requirement" should be substantiated.
Response: The claim that searching MEDLINE and EMBASE databases is considered the minimal requirement is made by the authors of the review we are referring to (i.e., not by us). They have made this claim based on their experience of conducting several systematic reviews of outcome measurement instruments and finding additional papers in EMBASE that were not found in MEDLINE.
We have amended the sentence to make it clear where this claim originates:
"(where searching MEDLINE and EMBASE databases is considered a minimal requirement by the authors (20))" p.5
3. Page 6: The aim of the review as it stands, is repeated in the objectives. The aim should be broader and each objective should contribute to meeting the aim. The aim may perhaps be more accurately written as "To evaluate the measurement properties of ….".
Response: Thank you, we have amended the aim so that it is now broader than the objectives, as requested. p.6
4. Page 7, paragraph 4: Have you considered including OpenDOAR in your searches for grey literature?
Response: Thank you for this suggestion. We had not considered including OpenDOAR; we will explore this in the future. We are however searching HMIC, OpenGrey, ProQuest for theses and Web of Science Conference Proceedings Citation Index-Science for grey literature and we trust these sources will offer good coverage.
5. Page 8, paragraph 1: "Included studies are stated to be published or unpublished full text original articles". Are dissertations and theses going to be included?
Response: Yes, we have included "ProQuest for theses" under "Identification of grey literature". We have now amended the sentence under "Study design" to read as follows: "Included studies can be published or unpublished full text original articles, dissertations and theses." p.8
6. Page 10, paragraph 4: It would be helpful if examples of implementation stages could be included (examples have been provided for the other information that will be captured).
Response: We have now added examples, as follows: "implementation stage (e.g. preimplementation, throughout implementation, post-implementation)." p.10
Reviewer 2
Comment: Paragraph 3 pg. 5 (i.e. lines 13-21): The beginning of the paragraph begins with "Systematic reviews of measurement properties ..." however a single bibliographic reference is cited as an example of a systematic review of systematic reviews of health-related outcome measurement instruments (reference 20), placed at the end of the whole paragraph. If these statements in this paragraph refer to all or some of the systematic reviews already cited on page 4 (ref 9-18), please cite the relevant bibliographic references again. In addition, the expression "Systematic review of measurement properties…." seems too unspecific. I think it is necessary to refer at least to the type of instruments, adding in the phrase something like "…that assess implementation instruments" or "…that assess implementation instruments" or even "…that assess health-related outcome measurement instruments" (or similar) or "…that assess any health-related measurement instrument" (or similar); as appropriate. Depending on the changes made based on these comments; it may be appropriate to modify the order of paragraphs 2 and 3 of this section. This would allow the development of all previously published systematic reviews of existing instruments and their properties of measurement and would subsequently make it possible to address what this new systematic review contributes / improves, and how it will overcome the methodological limitations found in previous reviews.
Response: Thank you for this comment. We have now amended the paragraph so that it more clearly refers to the findings of one review:
"A review of systematic reviews of measurement properties of health-related outcome measurement instruments found that a number of them lacked comprehensive search strategies and methodological quality assessment. These are fundamental components of systematic review methodology, i.e. identifying all relevant literature in a field and providing information on the extent to which study results may be biased (20)" p.5
Comment: Pg. 6 (lines 5-6): Include in the aim "self-reported" quantitative implementation outcome instruments.
Response: Your comment has prompted us to review our inclusion criteria on type of measurement instrument. By self-report, we mean measures that can be completed by either the participant themselves, or administered by an interviewer or rater. In light of this ambiguity, we have decided to revise the inclusion criteria to read as follows:
"Types of instruments Eligible measurement instruments are those designed to include indicator variables according to psychometric theory, as opposed to clinimetric scales (classification according to Fayers and Hand, 2002) (29) . Psychometric scales consist of items which "do not alter or influence the underlying concept: they are merely aspects of it, or indicators of its magnitude" (29) p236, whereas clinimetric scales consist of items which are "merely constructing an index […] and need not to be indicator variables for the concept in question" (29) p237. These instruments may consist of surveys, checklists and/or questionnaires, which can either be self-administered or administered by an interviewer or a rater and completed on paper or electronically." p.7
Comment: Pg. 6 line 30-31 ("Search strategy" subsection). Regarding the phrase "... and index terms (e.g. MeSH) applied to Lewis et al.'s published systematic review protocol and publication of findings". It is not known to which publication this reference refers (perhaps it is necessary to include the bibliographical reference related to this?)
Response: We have added the references.
Comment: Pg. 10-11. "Data extraction" and "Data synthesis" subsections. It seems necessary to better clarify how the results of the evaluation of the methodological quality of the studies and the assessment of the psychometric quality of the instruments will be reflected (main objectives of the systematic review that is intended to be carried out); e.g. what the number of final tables will be and the specific content of each of them. Please try to explain more clearly (consistent with the Methods section), even adding some examples, if possible (e.g. tables piloted with studies included in the Lewis et al. review).
Response: We have expanded the data synthesis section to include to following:
"The instrument quality scores will be included in tables similar to those presented in the review conducted by Lewis et al (17), which includes the number and percentage of instruments with a rating of 1 or more for each outcome and a table of summary statistics of instrument quality ratings by outcome. The average quality rating for each measurement property for each outcome will also be presented graphically. The COSMIN ratings, the instrument quality ratings and the usability scores will be compared with those of the Lewis et al review (and review update)" p.11
Comment: Pg. 11. Line 19 "Discussion" section: If applicable, add the word "implementation" in the sentence: "...... will identify priority areas where IMPLEMENTATION outcome instruments ..." Idem in pg. 11 line 23. Add "implementation" outcome measurement.
